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August 23, 2000

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Room TW-A325

Washington. D.C. 20554

Re:  CC Docket No. 96-115, Telecommunications Carriers’ Use of Customer
Proprietary Network Information and Other Customer Information
CC Docket No. 96-98.,Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996
CC Docket No. 99-273, Provision of Directory Listing Information Under the
Telecommunications Act of 1934, as Amended

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

This letter is being filed after being contacted by Robin Smolen of the Common Carrier Bureau
regarding Qwest Corporation’s' (“Qwest”) interest in filing supplemental remarks, in light of the
volume of post-formal comment ex partes that have been filed in the above-referenced
proceedings. For the most part, these ex paries have been pressed by independent directory
assistance (“DA”) providers making two arguments:

e First, such providers argue that they are entitled to DA listings directly from local
exchange carriers (“LEC”), despite the express language of Section 251(b) of the Act
restricting the legislative mandate regarding the provision of such information to
telephone toll and telephone exchange providers.

s Second. the independent DA providers argue that the rates being charged to exchange and
toll providers and their agents (the independent DA providers) are excessive or unjust and
unreasonable.

! Qn J une 30, 2000, U S WEST, Inc., the parent and sole shareholder of U S WEST Communications, Inc., merged
with and into Qwest Communications International Inc. Further, on J uly 6, 2000, U S WEST Communications, Inc.
("U S WEST”) was renamed Qwest Corporation.
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Qwest has already commented on the “law™ of Section 251(b) regarding the mandated provision
of DA listings to independent DA providers.” The “law” of the case is clear: LECs are not
obligated to make DA listings available to independent DA providers (who operate essentially as
information service providers), absent a bona fide “agency” relationship with a provider of either
toll or exchange service. However, as Qwest has indicated, carriers remain free to make a
business determination to provide broader access to such DA listings directly -- and Qwest has
made the business decision to do so.

Qwest has also communicated our position on the arguments of independent DA providers that
the prices associated with DA list information are excessive.” The prices associated with the
provision of DA listings are not prescribed by the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Rather, the
prices/rates for such listings need only be just and reasonable. And, it is the obligation of those
objecting to those rates to prove they are unjust and unreasonable, not merely to make
assertions that the rates are too high.

As Qwest advised at least one of these independent DA providers, the rates they often quote in
their correspondence (and their advocacy as well) are the old Total Element Long-Run
Incremental Cost (“TELRIC”) rates that were being charged competitive local exchange carriers
(“CLEC?”) prior to the time that the Federal Communications Commission (“Commission”)
determined that DA services and listings were not required to be provided as Unbundled
Network Elements (“UNE”) and before the entire matter of TELRIC pricing came under
question based on appellate jurisprudence.*

Pricing for DA listings, as long as it is just and reasonable, is not subject to attack because it does
not meet a TELRIC standard or because the price charged an independent DA provider is more
than a CLEC (due to historical state decision-making regarding the provision of such information
to CLECs) or because pricing follows a licensing methodology to secure higher prices for
multiple uses. If an independent DA provider wants to make an “unjust and unreasonable” case
under Section 201(b) of the Communications Act, they should be required to do more than meet
with the Commission or file ex parte letters claiming to have “proved” their case.” The price
independent DA providers pay to “list brokers” is simply immaterial without a more substantial
case to support the factual allegation that the amounts they pay carriers providing DA list
information violate the Communications Act.

: See Ex Parte letter from Kathryn Marie Krause, U S WEST, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, FCC, dated
Mar. 2, 2000 (referencing Comments of U S WEST, CC Docket No. 99-273, filed Oct. 13, 1999 at 4-6; Reply
Comments of U S WEST, CC Docket No. 99-273, filed Oct. 28, 1999 at 13-15 (“U S WEST Reply Comments”).

3& letter from John A. Kelley, U S WEST, to Gilbert E. Mauk, Excell Agent Services, L.L.C., dated Oct. 22, 1999
(“Kelley Letter”), attached hereto as Exhibit A. And see U S WEST Reply Comments at 13-15.

‘ See Ex Parte letter from Gerard J. Waldron, Covington & Burling, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, FCC, CC
Docket No. 96-115, et al., filed July 26, 2000 at 4 (“InfoNXX Ex Parte”) (“InfoNXX’s experience as a CLEC in
New York™). And see Kelley Letter at 1-2. Of course, the use of TELRIC at all as the basis for UNE pricing is
currently the matter of litigation, with the current situation indicating that TELRIC as currently configured is an
unlawful application of the requirements of the Telecommunications Act. See lowa Utilities Board, et al. v. Federal
Communications Commission, No. 96-3321 (2000 U.S. App. 17234, July 18, 2000).

* See InfoNXX Ex Parte at 1-2.




Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
August 23, 2000
Page 3

LECs are not required to format their license agreements to match those of others. Nor are LECs
obligated to provide information calculated to be used for multiple purposes at license rates
designed to apply to single uses. Independent DA providers seek to avoid the deregulatory thrust
of the Telecommunications Act by seeking Commission insinuation into an information
provision marketplace. The Commission should decline their invitation both as a matter of law
and policy. The Telecommunications Act does not authorize the Commission to increase (if, in
fact, such would even be the case) competition in information services markets; nor does sound
economic policy support such regulatory intervention in an otherwise sufficiently-competitive
market environment.

In accordance with Section 1.1206(b) of the Commission’s rules, the original and one copy of
this letter and attachment are being filed with your office for each of the above-referenced
proceedings for inclusion in the public record of the proceedings. Acknowledgment and date of
receipt of this submission are requested. A duplicate of this letter is attached for this purpose.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. Please contact me if you have any
questions concerning this matter.

Sincerely,
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Kathryn Q&arie Krause

cc: Yog Varma
Charles L. Keller
Gregory M. Cooke
Robin Smolen
William A. Kehoe, 111
Dennis Johnson
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M. Gilbert B. Mauk

Prosident & Chicf Operazing Officer
Excell Agerz Serviees, L.1.C

2175 Wess 16* Suect

Toape, AZ $5281

Response Delivered Via Facsimdis a3 was Original Correspondence
Sent ro Facrimile 602-808-5015

Dear Mr. Mzuk:

lhwhmﬂhdww»ymlmmwnwﬂhmmwwmﬁ
Dﬁuroﬂ!swm MMWGIMaummmwmm This

n D!l' ing Offert
As you may know, U § WEST curnmtly awkss our DA listing infonmazioo zvailsbic as an oabamdied
perwork element (UNE) o Conperitive Local Exchangs Casriers (CLEC), or indspondent DA Providers

acting on bebalf of CLECS, far the aperating writory in which the CLEC is mithorized to serve. Listings
are made availabie 2 TELRIC pricing.  Whea purchasing ander

providcd under this sttitery provinon
this scczanio, CLECs are pexmitted to wss the DA listing informstion for its parposcy in providing any
lawfiyl form of DA 10 its local exchange cod users.

Ywmwﬁchusmdmlmmwkmwamm
mvalving TELRIC pricing. As 3 comparisan, U S WEST's TELRIC pricos vaty across our 14 snites, dut
average out xt $0.0073 per ksting for the indtial load of the database snd 50.017] por listing fix daily
listing record ppdates.  Again, this pecing option ia cnly svailable under the CLEC or independam DA
Provider category as previously mentioned. I-‘Mamhow.wehvcn!yaa;m
Rolease yegarding the Commission's moRt recot actions io the UNE Reonaad Procceding. It is not clear
whother Sirsciory liings themashves will be catagorizod a3 DNES i the fiiore.

and

U S WEST also has an obligation w provide DA listings w providess of 1lcpbono onchengo ervices
mwuﬁm;Mbmmmmmmmmmm



centifind CLEC operating taritary, or for toll service, the camier = or s DA apent - is required ®

U S WEST also has 3 thind pricing option available fox trlecammunications carviers whe intend to provide
DA scrvices to their own end usars axd the end uscry of ocher carrics.  Tiis third pricing opdien allows
for furdier market uses of listing information. Listings for the initial losd of the danabasc arc priced at

$0.02$ per Listing; daily listing updgas are priced az $0.0S pet listing,

T FCC's Nizicog) D Ass Ord

In reply 0 your ciatian to the FCC's recems Nagioml Dimetory Amisance Onder, U'S WEST is of the
wndcrstanding that this Qrder docs 0ot set any “priciag ruies™ at oll. & simply requires thas comain
informatian be provided 10 others &z the same price thar U S WEST imputes 1o izself. U S WEST is ip the
process of campiling 3 Cost Allocstion Mazual (CAM) to be Sled with the FCC thas will parline how this
i ion will oceltr. We are confident that oor proposal will meet the imptation requirements imposed

opputanion
by the FCC.

Vp-to-Dga Listi
U § WEST does zot bave 3 full undersanding of ExceD)’s issucs arousd access w listing information.

US WEST"s practices do nat impeds Exoell's access t0 accurate, up-to-datc kistings. We arc open
resglviog youwr concerns, and will ased additional clarification op the spocific araas thar nesd o be
addressad.

Your lester refercaces the iatent 1o prosue legal remadies in tho cvens your izsuey are not vesalved.

U S WEST'; intent to resolve concems in 8 business gnvironment $as facilinate a conmacs understandiog.
Ihnabdh:minﬂspy.Vaneanmwywpmnnyhm
3 reiationghip at the “senicr mamagemes™ lovel m an aliempt o svoid my possihle litigation. Jesmin

Espy can be reached at (303) 896-1237.

Sincerely,
Prod Kopten

Lawrence E. Sxrickling (FCC), Sol Trwille (U § WEST), Matk D. Roellig (US WEST), Jasmin
Espy (U S WEST), Dan J. Bvaseff (Bxcell) .
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